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IN THINKING ABOUT 
the Warren Commission it 
is useful to have in mind a 
sense of the anatomy of all 
preside n- 
Ual commis- 
sions. For 
the 

gument, now 
freshened by 
the dearth of 
Jack Ruby, 
is largely 
the product 


commissions 


exist for the purpose of lay- 
ing before an iminstructed 
mass audience 

of inor- 

dinaiely complex and con- 
troversial matters. Their 
subject matter is never 
something easily provable. 
They deal with things hard 
to resolve— things like mili- 
tary conscription, or crime, 
or Pearl Harbor, or the as- 
sassination of a President 
Celebrated representa- 
tives of important interest 
groups — what Yeats called • 
“66year-old, smili^ public 
men’*-*4nevitably find repre- 
sentation on all presidential 
commissions. It is essential 
to enlist their participation, 
for their disavowal would 


make the commission re- 
port not credible. 

Between the public men 
on the commission proper, 
and the commission staff, 
there is inevitably bound to 
be tension. While the com- 
mission members tend to be 
full of honors, years and 
other preoccupations, com- 
mission staffs tend to be 
peopled by obscure young 
men, with the emotional 
drive and intellectual capac- 
ity to become singularly 
well-versed in the subject at 
hand. 

A CO^ission st.aff is li^v. 
itaniy far more kn owTpfgc- 
BlIlU , lar more analyBcrTar 
1TT5fe willing to consider 
new approaches, in a word, 


far more “with it,” than any 
commission. 

THE RELATION between 
the members and their staff 
provides the key to commis- 
sionmanship. The central 
problem is a problem of en- 
gagement The difficult 
thing is to mesh the pene- 
trating and often uncomfort- 
able insights of the staff 

with the genial wisdom, 



t 


preservipf^ spnsi- 
keepln gconv^ - 
es 




amonn-- coTnmT^i^n 


le Warren Commission, 
it is now evident, presented 
the features of all other 
presidential comnoissions in 
supreme degree. Ol3rmpiau 
figures representing the 
f highest interests in the land 
I — Its sections, its i>arties, its 
branches of Government — 
were named to the Commis- 
sJon. The staff included 
some of the most hard- 
working, brilliant young 
lawyers ever to come to 
Washington. 

.The real trouble with the 
Warren Report is that the 
Commission and the staff 
were so good that they took 
on tnequaCty of separate 
beings, divorced and apart 
The issues identified and 
isolated by the staff were 
not squarely confronted by 
the Commission. And that 
explains the one weakness 

th Report 

■the to 

come out unambiguously on 
the issue of whether Pres- 
ident Kennedy and Gov. 
Connally of Texas wereJUt 
le or separate bni. 




THE STAFF was in no 
doubt about the need to set- 
tle that issue decisively. Its 
most intelligent members 
were unanimoi^ in believ- 
ing that the Governor was 
struck by a buUet that had 
first hit the President. But 
the staff never had a chance 
to present its lijyMenT'^lieir 
full cogency to tn^comras- 

JP Connally thought, and tes- 
#tlfled that he had been hit 
by a separte bullet. Some of 
the southern members of 


I the Commission were ap- I 
parently chary of hurting ' 
his feelings. Not knowing 
the full force of the 
gujBfil^ for the one-buU^ 
'ff€ory7 they leaned toward 
the two-bullet theory. In the 
end, the Commission Report 
straddled the question. 

By straddling the issue, 
by not confronting the hard 
choice implicit in the work 
of the staff, the Commission 
opened the door to most of 
'the troubles that have since 
dogged its report For with- : 


out the one-bullet theory, it 
is a question whether a sin- 
gle man could have got off 
the shots within the known 
of the shootml^ 
■^no that question leads to 
the idea that there might 
have been accomplices and 
then to the suspicion of a 
conspiracy and a whitewash. 

Visions of conspiracy and 
whitewash, however, are not 
required to explain the 
flaws found in the Warren 
Report by its critics. The 
major weakness has an natu- 
ral explanation in the way 
presidential commissions 1 
work. And to me this is one, 
^ong many, reasons for 
being skeptical about the 
need for an official re- 
opening of the case. 
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